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FAGG, Circuit Judge.

Teyent Loulou, a native of Ethiopia, petitions for review of aremoval order
issued by the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA) holding her removable and
ineligible for asylum and withholding of removal. Loulou alleged she has a well-
founded fear of persecution in Ethiopia because of her political opinion and ethnic
group. At ahearing, Loulou testified her parents had been persecuted in Ethiopia
after her departure, but she presented no corroborating evidence. An immigration
judge (1J) found L oulou was not credible and she failed to provide easily obtainable
documentation to support her claims. Loulou appeal ed, and the BI A affirmed without
opinionunder itsrecently adopted streamlined review procedure, 8 C.F.R. 8§ 3.1(a)(7).



In her petitionfor review, Loulou contendsthe streamlined review procedureviol ates
due process and there was substantial evidence of her family’s past persecution and
of her well-founded fear of persecution to warrant a grant of asylum. We deny
Loulou’s petition.

We first consider Loulou’s due process challenge to the streamlined review
procedure. Inresponseto an exploding casel oad, the Immigration and Naturalization
Service (INS) established streamlined review proceduresin 1999. Althoughan|J's
decisionisordinarily reviewed by athree-member panel of the BIA, the streamlined
review regulation authorizes an individual BIA member to affirm the IJ s decision
without opinion when theindividual member decidesthat the result was correct, that
any errors were harmless or nonmaterial, and either that the issue on appeal is
squarely controlled by existing BIA or federal court precedent and does not involve
a novel factual situation, or that the factual and legal questions raised are so
insubstantial that three-member review is not warranted. 8 C.F.R. 8§ 3.1(a)(7)(ii).
When an individual BIA member streamlines an appeal, the 1J' s order is the final
agency determination for the purposes of judicial review. 1d. 8 3.1(a)(7)(iii).

L oulou contendsthe BIA’ ssummary affirmanceviol ated her dueprocessrights
because the summary affirmancefailsto giveindividualized attention to her case and
frustratesour review. Wejoinour sister circuitsin concluding the streamlined review
proceduredoesnot violatean alien’ sdueprocessrights. Falcon Carrichev. Ashcroft,
335 F.3d 1009, 1012-15 (9" Cir. 2003); Georgis v. Ashcroft, 328 F.3d 962, 966-67
(7" Cir. 2003); Mendozav. U.S. Attorney General, 327 F.3d 1283, 1288-89 (11" Cir.
2003); Soadjede v. Ashcroft, 324 F.3d 830, 831-33 (5" Cir. 2003) (per curiam);
Albathani v. INS, 318 F.3d 365, 375-78 (1% Cir. 2003). Analien hasno constitutional
or statutory right to an administrative appeal. Mendoza, 327 F.3d at 1289. Any
rights to an administrative appeal are created by regulations issued by the Attorney
General, and under the regulations, aliens have no right to afull opinion by the BIA.
Id. Further, the streamlined review procedure does not compromise our ability to
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review the INS's decision because we can review the 1J s decision directly. 1d.;
Falcon Carriche, 335 F.3d at 1014; Georgis, 328 F.3d at 967. Indeed, even beforethe
streamlined review procedure was adopted, we recognized the BIA could affirm,
without additional explanation, an 1J' s opinion, making the 1J s opinion the subject
of our judicial review. Maashio v. INS, 45 F.3d 1235, 1238 (8" Cir. 1995); see
Soadjede, 324 F.3d at 832 (citing cases holding same from most circuits).

Inthiscase, Louloureceived afull hearing beforean | J, adetailed and reasoned
opinion from the 1J, an opportunity to present arguments to the BIA, and adecision
fromaBIA member. Thereisno evidence the BIA member did not review the facts
of Loulou’s case or otherwise failed to conduct the required review. See Mendoza,
327 F.3d at 1289; Soadjede, 324 F.3d at 832. We thus conclude the BIA’s summary
affirmance did not violate any due process rights.

Loulou also challenges the IJ's denial of her asylum clam. The Attorney
General may grant asylum to aliens who are unable or unwilling to return to their
country of origin “because of persecution or awell-founded fear of persecution on
account of . . . political opinion.” 8 U.S.C. § 1101(a)(42)(A); see Melecio-Saguil v.
Ashcroft, 337 F.3d 983, 986 (8" Cir. 2003). Loulou alleges she has awell-founded
fear of persecution on account of her political opinion because the current Ethiopian
government, the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Democratic Front (EPRFD),
persecuted her parents, ethnic Amharas and members (but not officers) of the All-
Amhara People’'s Organization (AAPO). Loulou isaso of Amhara ethnicity and a
member of the All-Amhara People’'s Relief and Development Assocation, the
American relief arm of the AAPO, which protested a visit to the United States by
members of the EPRFD. At the hearing beforethelJ, Loulou claimed her father was
fired from his government job in Ethiopia, arrested after attending an AAPO rally,
tortured, beaten, taken to ahospital, and killed by policetwo yearslater. Loulou also
claimed her mother has been detained and interrogated several times about her
husband’ s whereabouts.




The lJ denied Loulou’ s application for asylum finding Loulou failed to show
she had a well-founded fear of persecution. We must accept this finding unless
Loulou shows “‘no reasonable factfinder could fail to find the requisite fear of
persecution.”” Id. (quoting INSv. Elias-Zacarias, 502 U.S. 478, 483-84 (1992)). A
well-founded fear of persecution is both subjectively genuine and objectively
reasonable. 1d. To show fear of persecution isobjectively reasonable, an alien must
present “credible, direct, and specific evidence of factsthat show areasonable person
in the alien’s position would fear persecution if returned to the alien’s native
country.” Ghasemimehr v. INS, 7 F.3d 1389, 1390 (8" Cir. 1993) (per curiam).
Although an applicant for asylum need not always corroborate her testimony, we
defer to an 1J's finding that an alien’s testimony is not credible if the finding is
supported by aspecific, cogent reasonfor disbelief. Melecio-Saguil, 337 F.3d at 987.
An dien’s failure to present easily available, material, corroborating evidence to
support her asylum claim may doom her application for asylum. See Perinpanathan
v. INS, 310 F.3d 594, 598 (8" Cir. 2002); Sidhu v. INS, 220 F.3d 1085, 1090 (9" Cir.
2000).

Here, thelJspecifically found L oul ou’ stestimony wasnot credibleand shehad
not provided easily obtainable documentation to corroborate and support her claim.
ThelJhad specific, cogent reasonsfor disbelieving Loulou. SeeMelecio-Saquil, 337
F.3d at 987. For example, Loulou testified she had last spoken to her mother in June
1998, when her mother called from Ethiopia, but in reality, Loulou spoke to her less
than thirty days before the hearing while her mother was visiting the United States.
Despite her mother’s presence in the country and her value as the only potential
witness with first-hand knowledge of the alleged persecution, Loulou did not tell her
own attorney about her mother’s presence. Instead, the 1Jlearned Loulou’s mother
was here through the testimony of another witness. Rather than presenting her
mother’ s testimony under oath, telephonically or otherwise, Loulou submitted two
unsworn letters that failed to answer many obvious questions. Under the
circumstances, substantial evidence supports the IJ s decision that Loulou’s failure
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to call her mother as a witness had a major adverse impact on her credibility. See
Sidhu, 220 F.3d at 1089-91.

L oulou’ stestimony contai ned other material inconsi stenciesthat cast doubt on
her credibility. Loulou testified police had murdered her father, but in an affidavit
claimed he had gone into hiding. She testified police harassed her mother about her
father’ swhereaboutsafter hisdisappearance, yet claimed policehad killed him before
the harassment allegedly occurred. Loulou also stated her mother reported her
father’ sdisappearance, but thereareno policereportsdocumenting hisdisappearance.
Likewise, Loulou did not attempt to obtain hospital records showing her father had
been hospitalized. Further, neither Loulou nor her mother sought assistance from
their human rightsorganizationsto find him or determinehisfate. Louloualsofailed
to explain her mother’ sability to travel to the United Statesfor an extended vacation,
despite her alleged persecution.

In sum, substantial evidence supports the 1J' s conclusion that Loulou is not
eligiblefor asylum. Wethusdeny Loulou’ spetitionfor review of the BIA’ sdecision.
We vacate the order of deportation, however, and reinstate Loulou’s previously
granted voluntary departure period under termsand conditions prescribed by the BIA.
See Velasquez v. Ashcroft, 342 F.3d 55, 59 (1st Cir. 2003); Aiyadurai v. INS, 683
F.2d 1195, 1201 (8" Cir. 1982).




